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LETTER to the Rey, Mr. EVANS, &c; 


SIR, 

| R. Evans's zeal againſt a late At- 
M tempt to reſtore the ſupreme Worſhip 

of God the Father Almighty, by de- 
rogating from the honour due to the Sor 
and Spirit, has, it ſeems, fir'd your zeal on 
the other ſide of the queſtion : and the ſame 
fate, which you ſay his performance may 
expect, your's may alſo be ſubject to. Some 
may applaud without knowledge; ſome 


cenſure without examination; and others be 
inclined to ſuſpend both, till they have inquired 


into its merits: of theſe latter I profeſs my- 
| B ſelf, 


(2) 

ſelf. With a view to an impartial examina- 
tion, therefore, I take up your performance; 
and hope, with you, that “ have no motive 
* to promote any cauſe, but that of truth and 
e charity.” Whether Mr. Evans be a 
young gentleman” or not, is immaterial in 
the preſent diſpute. Ftake him, howevet, to 
be elder than the gentleman, whoſe indecent, 
and I think I may add, profane warmth *, was 
that chiefly which © alarmed Mr. Evans's con- 
«© ſcience, and ſuffered him not (ſituated as he 
is, in Mr. Harwood's neighbourhood} © any 
longer to keep filence.” 


I entirely agree with you, Sir, in your quo- 
tation from Mr. Evans, „that the diſputes 
* which have been agitated concerning this 


* Mr. Harwood wrote a Preface: to the Liveryman's 
Attempt, &c. in which, among other ftrange liberties 
that may perhaps be hereafter taken notice of, (and which 
are ſufficient to juſtify Mr. Evans if he were younger, in 
what he wrote) ſpeaking of the Methodiſts, he ſays, 
The firſt object of their adoration is J Chri/t, the 
% ſecond; Fohn Weſley, ad the third almoſt below their 
« notice, God the Father ;” and then at the end puts an 
Erratum:——* For Jahn 2 efley read the Holy Spirit.” If 


it be pleaded, perhaps it was an involuntary miſtake of 


His or the printer, I can only ſay, —credat- Fadens apella. 
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e ſubject, have been the means of leading men 
off from the practical, (and as perhaps you 
e forgot this word, 1 will add for you, the 
* experimental) part of religion, and of kind- 
« ling that unhallowed fire, which is pro- 


* ductive of rage and malice, rather than Chriſ- 


e tian meekneſs and love.“ If Mr. Evans's 
Sermons, © inſtead of carefully guarding againſt 
theſe pernicious effects, had really any ten- 

dency to produce them, in a high or even 

in any degree;” I ſhould as freely blame him 
as you do: nor would I, I'll aſſure you, de- 
fend any diſcourſes that « breathe a ſpirit dif- 
ferent from the meekneſs and candour which 
the goſpel inſpires,” Will you give me leave, 
however, to ſay, that the ſentence you have 
paſſed on the diſcourſes before us is premature, 
or elſe grofsly diſingenuous, and as far as ever 
you can ſuppoſe Mr. Evans to be from the 
meekneſs of the goſpel. That Mr. Evans's 
Introduction contains many things, which might 
« excite the horror and reſentment of his read- 
cc ers,” I freely acknowledge ; if, however, when 
you ſay © againſt thoſe wha differ ſrom bim, you 
mean, againſt a who differ from him in this 
article, you are deceived; his Introduction in- 
timates no ſuch thing, nor do I ſuppoſe he ever 
Wander. ſuch a conſtruction ſhould be put 
B 2 upon 


7 
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C4.) 


upon . You are miſtaken, Sir, t the perſons. 


he intended were not the whole body of Anti- 
Athanaſians, as they call themſelves ; but thoſe 
againſt whom his book was particularly wrote : 
and if you have peruſed the Livery-man's 


Treatiſe, or Mr. Harwood's Preface, you muſt - 


be ſenſtble that ſuch treatment of any body of 
Chriſtians, as they are pleaſed to give their 
adverſaries, and ſuch repreſentations (impious 
J may call them) of doctrines held ſacred by 
theſe perſons, deſerve even, from thoſe of their 
own ſentiments, the ſharpeſt reproof, I ap- 
peal to you, Sir, who have fo ſeverely repre- 
hended Mr. Evans's want of charity, whether, 
if a perſon was to condemn all different opi- 


nions to his as unintelligible jargon ; nonſenſe 


unwarranted by reafon or ſcripture; and the 
entettainers of ſuch principles as a ſet of poor 
credulous fools, who believed things in their 
own nature abfolutely impoſſible ; or worſe, a 
ſet of artful knaves, who traded in myſtery 
to blind the eyes of the vulgar, that they 
might pick their pockets: 1 appeal to you, 
Sir, I ſay, whether this would not give ground 
for reproof; but this has the Livery Man and 
his Prefacer done: and had you read their Trea- 
ti, or Mr. Evans's Preface, you would have 
| found the reproaches you inveigh ſo bitterly 


againſt 
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againſt, not without the juſteſt foundation. 
Some people however don't read much (Pre- 
faces not at all); ſome are too much blinded by 
party-prejudice, to perceive any thing that 
makes againſt the authors whoſe cauſe they 
eſpouſe ; and ſome are not honeſt enough to 
take notice of it, when they do perceive it. 


To perſons, Sir, who are conſcious of a ſin- 
cere deſire of finding out the real meaning of 
the Word of God, without attachment to any 
denomination” of men whatſoever, and as ex- 
plicitly declaring it to others; it muſt be very 
cutting, to be told Were that they be- 
lieve what is apparent impieiy *, yea a myſtery 
of iniquity . to be accuſed of wilfully per- 
verting and darkening the Holy Scriptures, and 
with ſophiſtry and arts defending what cannot be 
defended I, and what has not one text from one end 
of the Bible to the other to ſupport it || 
maintaining the groſſeſt contradictions under the 
ſpecious pretence of a ſacred m yſtery $— of de- 


* Preface to the Attempt, Kc. page I, Athanaſſan Im- 
piety of three Gods. i | 


+ Attempt, page 9. + Williams's Preface, 
Attempt, &c. page g. Page 8, 


a ceiving 


665 "I 
cei uing the people *——of throwing ..duft., inta 
the peoples eyes that they may not ſee. 41 to 
haye their ſincere attempts to promote the 
cauſe of (what at leaſt they believe to be) the 
real Goſpel, imputed to the pride of learned 
fſopha/ſiry 4; and to have texts of Scripture ori- 
ginally directed againſt flagrant ſinners levelled 
againſt them; that be prophets prophecy falſly, 
—d that the prieſts bear rule by their means, and 
that the people love to have it fo; and that we 
Should not follow a multitude to do evil, &c. &c. 
&c, It muſt be very diſagreeable, I ſay, to 
ſuch perſons as I have mentioned, to be told 


all this; nor can you, Sir, ſuppoſe it very 


grateful to thoſe who have taken ſome pains 
to acquire knowledge, and were accounted by 
the world men of {kill and erudition, to be 
faced down by an upſtart in learning, wth an 
inſolent imputation of ignorance and want of 
ſenſe; becauſe they believed the Deity of Jeſus 
Chriſt and the Holy Spirit; and I wilt add, it 
muſt to a, who ſeriouſly believe this divine 


doctrine appear ſhocking indeed, to ſee the eſ- 


ſential glory of their Redeemer and Sanctifier 


* taken from them, and them der 


* Attempt, Ae. page 9. ; a i + Page 21. | 
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graded to the rank of meer creatures; and that 


hot by argument, but by the moſt contempt- 
ible ſophiſtry and intolerant abuſe ; fo fuch 1 
ſeruple not to call the words of Mr. Harwood, 
in his preface, page 24 ; * That to belt ve the 
&« Holy Ye eſics (as he complaiſantly calls him) 7 


e he God, is to believe that the Father 1s the Son, 


«© and the Son the Father : that the Son is as old 
i 45 bis Father, and the Father no older than his 
« Sons that 'a woman brought firth God Al. 
. mighty : that the Jeu Killed God Aim ghty + 

te that the Bleſjed God, one of whoſe efſentiol at- 
« tributes is immutubility, was changed ond mo- 
dified into an infant: that the King Eternal 
« ond Immortal became mortal, and bled and 
r Hiet: that Feſus Chriſt when he prayed on 
« earth, as he often did, prayed to himſelf: that 
% Chrift, «ho according to the vulgar notion made 
8 ati faction, made ſatizfaction to himſelf: that 
« ge why is now cur mediator, mediates with 
& hitnſelf: and that he who now ſits en the right 
* hand 10 God, fits on the right band of bim- 
« If. No one ever aſſerted theſe things, 
they are not conſequences of our opinion ; all 
may be very rationally explained, as Mr. Evans 
hath ſhewn, without any abſurdity, and do not 
deſerve ſuch pert raillery as the reverend Gentle« 


* 


* 


Ge 


man was pleaſed to beſtow upon them. 


Theſe 


« 8 ) 

Theſe are the perſons againſt whom Mr. 
Evans's introduction is levelled, and not any 
who by the force of apparent evidence em- 
braced the ſentiments he oppoſed. I would not, 
I think, for. my own part, be the man who 
militated againſt the doctrines of the Supreme 
Deity of the Son and Spirit; yet I dare not 


condemn thoſe who, though they differ from 


me, give proofs of their religious integrity z 


though as for others it is in my opinion not at 


all a groſs miſrepreſentation, nor any breach of 
charity, to ſay with Mr. Evans, that “ they 
« inſult the dignity of their Saviour, wound 
and trample under foot his honour and glory, 
« and diſcoyer an impious joy at every attempt 
« to degrade him: there ſeems to be a kind 
« of parricide in their conduct, and an impiety, 
«© heightened by the aggravating circumſtances 
te of unnatural baſeneſs anddiſingenuity.” Theſe 
I appeal to you, I appeal to all who have read 
the ſermons, are the only perſons. of whom 
Mr. Evans ſpeaks in this manner: and, what- 
ever your profeſſions at ſetting out might be, 
it is an evidence of great blindneſs, I muſt lay, 
and an unwarrantable attachment to a party in 
you, to call this bigotry, and not treating others 
as he would wiſh to be treated. To uſe your 
own words, * ſuch inſtances of uncharitable- 
2 «© neſs 
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ec neſs as this, are, in my judgment, ſhocking 
t and lamentable. I hope, therefore, upon a 
„ calm review you will be ſenſible, that you 


% have been tranſported beyond the bounds of 


truth and candour, and betrayed into the 


„ fault, which you complain of in others,” 


P. 5. 


After chis flouriſhing ninoduRtidn (evidently 


calculated with the * view that you ſay 


Mr. Evans's was) you aſk him © Well: but 
why all this ſeverity againſt your Chriſtian bre- 
thren?” If by Chriftian brethren you mean 


all who call themſelves Antz- Athanaſians, it is 


denied that they were all intended: the perſons 
aimed at are, as I before obſerved, George 
Williams and his Prefacer ; and for theſe you 
will permit me again to ſay, I hardly think the 
treatment too ſevere ; there ſeems to have been 
occaſion enough given for it. Had there been 
only a difference of ſentiment in the matter, 
ſeverity would have been very blameable in Mr. 
Evans; but when the abuſe, contempt, and 
ſophiſtry uſed by theſe Gentlemen are added, no 
candid, moderate perſon, of whatever ſenti- 
ments he be, will, I am ſure, think them ill 
uled The Monthly Reviewers indeed did 

C ergy 
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George the favour to recommend his treatiſe ; 
but the Critical, who (I beg Meſſieurs the 
 Monthly's pardon for ſaying it) are much their 
ſuperiors in impartiality and judgment, though 
agreed with Williams in ſentiment, confeſſed it 
to be what it really is, a moſt wretched, con- 
temptible performance: and all muſt acknow- 
ledge the preface to be, like the reſt of its re- 
verend author's works, very ſuperficial and 
abuſive. Be it therefore obſerved once for al}, 
that the ſeverity. mentioned was intended only 
for theſe two, the Livery-man and the Livery- 
man's Prefacer ; and that, not for a difference in 
ſentiment, but tor their abuſive and unfair way 
of managing the controverſy. 


How far you have copied after their diſin- 
genuity, will be ſeen in the next ſentence, 
where you aſk, Have they denied the divinity, 


or any of the offices of the Son or Spirit of God, 


or any expreſs declarations of Scripture con- 
cerning them?” The offices of the Son or 
Spirit are not the ſubject of the preſent debate, 
but the perſons themſelves : and whether the 
Anti- Athanaſians or we have denied the expreſs 
declarations of Scripture concerning them, the 
ſequel will ſhew. - Bat ſure, Sir, you are jeſt- 
5 ing 
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ing, when you inſinuate, by putting this queſ- 
tion, that they have not denied he divinity of 
the Son and Spirit, What! not denied the 
divinity of the Son and Spirit of God ? Yes, 
Sir, they have, you know they have, unleſs by 
divinity you mean no more than the divine 
miſſion or authority of the Son and Spirit of 
God; a ſenſe in which the word is rarely uſed ' 
in this diſpute. It is hardly fair therefore in 
you to put a queſtion, in ſuch a manner as to 
lead an unwary reader to ſuppoſe, that the 
people Mr. Evans is oppoſing are really friends 
to the divinity of Chriſt; and that they are 
obly harmleſsly controverting certain metaphy- 
ſical notions about their Eſſence, and Unity 
with the Father. But the notions Mr. Evans 
contends for, are no other than the Deity of the 
Son and Spirit, and the unity of the Godhead; 
which ſurely he may firmly believe, though 
the Scriptures do give him no preciſe ideas, 
and it be impoſſible in the very nature of things 
he ſhould conceive, how it is. You, Sir, be- 
lieve God to be immenſe and eternal; but you 
would not chuſe to be told you were inconſiſt- 
ent with yourſelf ; becauſe in the courſe of a 
debate you had ſaid, you had no preciſe idea 
either of the one or the other. But according 

C 2 ko 


( 
to you this is quite a different caſe. You tell 


us, page 10, © that your notions of theſe ſub- 
<< jects, though pot adequate, are perfectly con- 
* fiſtent; whereas our notion of the Trinity 
** contradicts the cleareſt principles of truth and 


* reaſon: but I think quite different from you. 


J acknowledge there is no real inconſiſtency in 


the attributes of Immenſity, Eternity and Spi- 
rituality, &c. but yet I may venture to ſay, that 
we are ſo far from having perfectly conſiſtent 
ideas of them, that in ſome views they appear 


altogether inconſiſtent (i. e. irreconcileable) to 


our reaſon; and that upon this very account, 
becauſe our conceptions of them are 7nadeguate- 


The defect is not in the attributes themſelves, 
but in our faculties, which, when in their moſt. 
vigorous ſtate, were too ſcanty to comprehend 


them perfectly. Beſides, it is to be remarked, 
that in a ſtate of ſin and imperfection, we are 
biaſſed by innumerable. prejudices, which blind 
our underſtandings, and add to our former 
miſconception of theſe things: yet as their 


exiſtence may be demonſtrated, we are obliged 


to admit them ; though in many views they 
are incomprehenſible to us, and therefore may 
appear inconfiſtent. This is a truth ſufficiently 
known to perſons of reflection: and if this be 

Wwe” 5 9 the 


(vs) 
the caſe, why may not the doctrine of the 
Trinity be admitted upon the authority of 
Scripture, though we have no preciſe ideas, 
no adequate conceptions of it; and though, by 
reaſon of the narrownels of our faculties, and 
our, many prejudices, it may, if we pretend to 
philoſophize on it, appear in ſome views irre- 
concileable with our reaſon? We admit the 
one as matter of faith, and why not the other? 


I now paſs on to your animadverſions on Mr. 
Evans's defence of this doctrine; and begin 
with your remark on his firſt preliminary, 
That the divinity of Chriſt is very injuriouſly 
e repreſented when it is ſuppoſed to interfere: 
* with the fupreme worſhip of God the Fa- 
ce ther.” According to you, he maintains in 
one ſentence the ſupremacy of the Father over 
Chriſt, and in almoſt the next that Chriſt hath- 
a right to equal honour: whereas he tells us, 
that the idea he affixed to the words interfer- 
ing, &c. was, that he did not ſuppoſe the Son 
to be God, to the excluſon of God the Father, 
i.e. he did not aſſert the divinity of the Son 
in oppoſition to the divinity of the Father. 
For the pamphlet Mr. Harwood was pleaſed to 


* patronize, was called an Attempt to reſtore the 


ſupreme 


— — * 
— — — 


— 
——_— wv 


— ISS 


— — — =. — — : . = 


( 14 ) 


feupreme worſhip of God the Father Almighty, as 


if they who believed the divinity of the Son, 
did not believe that of the Father, and it were 


the pious intention of this performance to re- 


duce men to their allegiance to the bleſſed 
God: whereas, it is well known, that the or- 
thodox believe each of the Perſons to be God, 
and theſe three one God. The fault there- 
fore was not in Mr. Evans's want of conſiſt- 
ency, but in your want of attention, or ſome- 
what elſe. 


But not to dwell on this, you aſk Mr. Evans, 


in what part of Scripture it is aflerted, that the 


honour of the Son is founded on his being in 
nature one with the Father? Tis anſwered, 
that if Chriſt be declared to be the So of God, 
and God his own proper Father, (Tetipe idiov ,) 
if he bad glory with the Father before the 
world wes , and when he was not actually 
employed in any office under him; and if it 
was expected in the parable, that the huſband- 
men who had beaten and ſtoned the ſervants, 
would nevertheleſs reverence the Son, ſince, 
befides the confideration of his miſſion and of- 
fice, he was by nature a Son ; how juſt the 


* John v. 18. + John xvii. 5. Þ{ Matth. xxi. 37. 
Con- 
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concluſion, that the honour we are required 
to pay to Chriſt is his due, on account of the 
divinity of his nature; eſpecially when to this 
it is added, that we are expreſsly commanded 
to honour him, the Son, as (#95) the Fa- 
ther |! 'Tis granted indeed that there is honour 
reſulting to Chriſt from his offices, and that 
it is given him r the glory of God the Father 
Phil. ii. 11.; yet 'tis denied that this is the chly 
foundation of honour paid to our Lord. Cou'd 
you produce any inſtance among men, of a ſub- 
ject's claiming the ſame honour as his Prince, 
merely on account of an office he held under him, 
it would be to your purpoſe; but till that time, 
every impartial perſon will ſay, that the wor- 
ſhip required in Jahn vth does interfere with 
that of. the Father, unleſs Chriſt be acknow- 
leged to be of the ſame nature with him: nor 
will 1 ſcruple to add, that they who worſhip 
him on account of office only, denying him the 
nature of God, are ſharers with the heathens 
in their guilt, of whom it is ſaid, that they 
did ſervice to them who are. wy nature no gods, 


Gal. iv. 8. 


I proceed now to your obſervation on Mr. 


Evans's ſecond preliminary. "Tis acknow- 


1 John v. 23. 


ledged 


1 89 
ledged that our Saviour addreſſes the Father, 
as the only true God; but the queſtion is, in op- 
poſition to whom does he call him God? 


* 


Not in oppoſition ta himſelf, but to the hea- 
then deities, agreeable to the uſe of the phraſe 
in Deut. xxxii. 12. This is a manner of 
ſpeaking, not unuſual in Scripture. The Fa- 
ther is ſaid, 1 Tim. vi. 16, oNLY to have im- 
mortality; and yet the Son is ſaid, 7o have life 
in himſe/f, John v. 26. The Father is called 
tbe bleſſed and oN Potentate, King of Kings, 
and Lord of Lords, 1 Tim. vi. 15.; and yet 
the Son is alſo called King of Kings and Lord 
Lords, Rev. xvii. 14. So alſo the Father 
only is ſaid to know the Son, and the Son 
the Father, Matth. xi. 27. but not to the 


excluſion of the Spirit, 1 Cor. ii. 10%, Nor 


when the Spirit only is ſaid fo know the things 
of Gcd, 1 Cor. ii. 11. is this to the excluſion 
of the Son, 


With regard to the other paſſage produced 
by you, 1 Cor. viii. 6. the Apoſtle there ſpeaks 
of Chriſt in his mediatorial capacity, in oppo- 


Our Author's animadyerſions on this text, will be 
conſidered, when we come to ſpeak of the Deity of the 
Hoy Spirits | ; 
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ſition to the lords of the heathens: but his be- 
ing Mediator will by no means exclude him 
from being God; nor is his being God at all 
repugnant to the declaration of this text of 
the former. Beſides, by your reaſoning, if 
Chriſt is excluded from being God, becauſe the 
Father is ſid to be thc ewe God; the Father 
is excluded from being Lord, becauſe the Son 
is ſaid to be the ove Lord. This view of the 
matter accounts, I think, for theſe and many 
other paſlages of che like nature, Nor do 
Mr. Evans's expreſſions, as you aſſert, fup- 
poſe that there arc three Gods; for, on the 


contrary, while he infiſts that the ove God is, 


in ſome way, inconceivable to us, Father, Son, 
and Spirit, ſo far is he from ſuppoſing that 
there are three Gods, that his exprefſions di- 


tectly declare there are not. 


As for your reaſoning from the abſurdity of 
the Papiſts in the doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation, 
it is exceeding trite indeed, and has been over 
and over again ſhewn to be inconcluſive: for 


can I tell for what end you ſhould introduce it, 


unleſs to dazzle the eyes of perſons of leſs diſ- 


cernment than yourſelf, or to make the Achana- 
Jans, as they are invidiouſly called, appear hor- 


rible, by putting them into ſuch wretched com- 
Fany: 


( 26 ) 

ledged that our Saviour addreſſes the Father, 
as the only true God; but the queſtion is, in op- 
poſition to whom docs he call him God? 

Not in oppoſition ta himſelf, but to the hea- 
then deities, agreeable to the uſe of the phraſe 
in Deut. xxxii. 12. This is a manner of 
ſpeaking, not unuſual in Scripture. The Fa- 
ther is ſaid, 1 Tim. vi. 16, oNLY to have im- 
mortality; and yet the Son is ſaid, 70 have life 
in himſe/f, John v. 26. The Father is called 
the bleſſed and oN Potentate, King of Kings, 
and Lord of Lords, » Tim. vi. 15.; and yet 
the Son is alſo called King of Kings and Lord 


Lords, Rev. xvii. 14. So alſo the Father 


only is ſaid to know the Son, and the Son 
the Father, Matth. xi. 27. but not to the 
excluſion of the Spirit, 1 Cor. ii. 10 *.. Nor 
when the Spirit only is ſaid to know Zhe things 
of Gcd, 1 Cor. i. 11. is this to the excluſion 
of the Son. 


With regard to the other paſſage produced 
by you, 1 Cor. viii. 6. the Apoſtle there ſpeaks 
of Chriſt in his mediatorial capacity, in oppo- 


* Our Author's animadyerſions on this text, will be 
conſidered, when we come to ſpeak of the Deity of the 
Ho Spirit, | 3 
fition 
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ſition to the lords of the heathens: but his be- 
ing Mediator will by no means exclude him 
from being God; nor is his being God at all 
repugnant to the declaration of this text of 
the former. Beſides, by your reaſoning, if 
Chriſt is excluded from being God, becauſe the 
Father is ſaid to be tC ze G; the Father 
is excluded from being Lord, becauſe the Son 
is ſaid to be the c Lord. This view of the 
matter accounts, I think, for theſe and many 
other paſſages of che like nature. Nor do 
Mr. Evans's expreſſions, as you aſſert, fup- 
poſe that there arc three Gods; for, on the 


contrary, while he inſiſts that the one God is, 


in ſome way, inconceivable to us, Father, Son, 
and Spirit, ſo far is he from ſuppoſing that 
there are three Gods, that his expreſſions di- 


zealy declare there are not. 


As for your reaſoning from the abſurdity of 
the Papiſts in the doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation, 
it is exceeding trite indeed, and has been over 


and over again ſhewn to be inconcluſive : nor 
can I tell for what end you ſhould introduce it, 
unleſs to dazzle the eyes of perſons of leſs diſ- 
cernment than yourſelf, or to make the Athana- 
. Jeans, as they are invidiouſly called, appear hor- 


rible, by putting them into ſuch wretched com- 
D Fany: 
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pany : but, weak as they are, they know how to 
excuſe themſelves of ſuch ſociety, by reminding 


you and the Papiſts, that they take matter and 


fpirit, the creature and the Creator, to be of a 
ature infinitely different, and to have no ſuch 
kind of analogy, as to admit of your reaſoning, 


As to your obſervations on Mr. Evans's 
families, you ſeem miſtaken in the intention of 
them. His deſign, in that mentioned, p. 53, 
54 of his Sermons, to which I ſuppoſe you 
refer, is to ſhew that one perſon may be ſent 
on an embaily by another, or ſuſtain an of- 
fice under him, though this perſon poſſeſſed 
natura ily all the ſame attributes as the other: 
and this with a view to ward off an objec- 
tion againſt the Deity of the Holy Spirit, drawn 
from the account of his being ſent by, i. e. is 
proceeding from, the Father and Son; to ſhew 
that he voluntarily undertook the work of ſanc- 
tifying them who are heirs of ſalvation, and 
that there is no neceſſity of ſuppofing him zbere- 
fore inferior to them. And the intent of the 
other ſimile is only to prove, that there may 


be, as we have already ſcen, p. 21, many 


things really true, which yet our imaginations 
can form no adequate idea of. It was not the 
intention of either of theſe fignilies to illuſtrate 
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1 
the modus of the Trinity, as you would inſi- 
nuate, or to draw any abſurd parallel between 
the Creator and the creature. There is no 
room, therefore, for your charge of Tritheiſm 
or Sabellianiſm on the orthodox on this ac- 


count. You will allow me, however, in re- 


turn to ſay, that I have long fince been of 
opinion that the Arians (or the Anti- Athana- 


fians, as, it may be, they chuſe to be called) 


are to be convicted of a ſtrange defect of un- 
derſtanding, or of groſs idolatry. 


In the next paragraph, as Mr. Evans pro- 


feſſes himſelf to have no conception how the 


Father and Son are one, you propoſe to help 
him; and indeed you vive an account of it 
that is very conceivable. Put while you ex- 
plain it wholly of a moral union, give me leave 
to ſtate the fact as the Scriptures have repre- 
ſented it; and then ſubmit it to the ſentence of 


every plain, impartial man, whether this be 


not more than a moral union, and nothing 
leſs than a union of nature and eſſence. The 
perfections of immenſity, omniſcience, omni- 
potence, and eternity are aſcribed to Chriſt, 
and of conſequence to him h<long every other 


perfection, ſuch as independance and neceſſary 


D 2 exiſtence ; 


5 


exiſtence; and therefore he is in the proper 
ſenſe of the word God, and is accordingly ſo 
called in Scripture, and divine honours are 
commanded to be given him. Now the Fa- 
ther is on all hands acknowledged to be God. 
Tf therefore there be but one God, which Mr. 
Evans maintains as ſtrongly as you, the union 
between the Father and the Son, muſt be more 
than that of will and deſign, and can be no 
leſs than of nature and effence ; yet, how it 
is, Mr. Evans pretends not to ſay, remember- 
ing what Scripture has told him, that “ none 
can by ſcarching find out God.” 


And as to the paſſages you have brought to 
prove a moral union, they do not affect the ar- 
gument at all: for if there be a union of eſſence, 
there muſt be of will. Beſides, as Chriſt was 
really man, and ſuſtained the office of Mediator, 
he might thus expreſs himſelf without any pre- 
judice at all to his Deity. But the Livery-Man 
tells us, © a doctrine of ſuch an important nature 


cannot poſſibly be judged by any unprejudiced 


« Chriſtian to depend upon conſequential de- 
c ductions *. But if he will not admit this 


- ſort of reaſoning to be concluſive, I greatly 


fear Mr. Harwood has carried the compliment 


, * Page 12. Attempt, &c. 
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too far, while he has ſo highly applauded his 
ſkill in mathematical knowledge, great part 
of which, you know, is built upon con- 
ſequences drawn from former propoſitions. 
But to be ſerious. Hard is the fate of Mr. 
Evans and his friends. If they clearly prove, 
that the perfections proper to Deity are in Serip- 
ture applicd to Chriſt, and thence infer that he 
is God; they are told that this is © a conſequen- 
ce tial deduction, and muſt by no means Le 
admitted in this caſe. If, on the other hand, 
they bring paſſages, wherein he is directly de- 
clared to be God, they are told that God here 
does not mean God, but only a creature. 


In the 12th page you tell us, that the union 
ſubſiſting between the Father and Son, is of 
the ſame nature, as that ſubſiſting between 
God and all good Chriſtians. But do you, Sir, 
ſeriouſly believe, upon reading that latter part 
of the xth John, that no more is meant than 
ſuch an union ? Or if you do, ſurely the compa- 
riſon you make between that paſſage and thoſe, | 
Jobn xvii. 23. 1 John, iv, 12, 15. will not 
prove that there is not beſides this unity of will 
and affection, a unity of eſſence; which muſt 
follow if divine attributes are aſcribed to Chriſt, 
as I think has been proved in the former para- 

TY graph. 


1 
cb. Wherefore your concluſion, which is 
by 


no means ſimilar to Mr. Evans's, deſerves 
no other remark than that of pity, on account 


of its near approach to profaneneſs. 


Mr. Evans, in page 22d of his Sermons, 


tells us, that divine titles are aſcribed to Chriſt. 


According to you, however, he is mitlaken ; 
it is only the word God, and we mult believe 
it becauſe you ſay it. But you muſt pardon 
me, Sir: I find him called in Scripture, the 
true God *, (a paſſage which will be hereafter 
animadverted on) the Lord of Hoſts +, King of 
Kings, and Lord of Lords , the Firſt and the 
Laſt}, titles appropriated to God, and which, as 
Mr. Evans juſtly obſerves, cannot, without run- 
ning into Polytheiſm, be applied to any one, who 
is not truly and properly one with the Father. 
Vet you have paſt over all theſe in ſilence. 
The title of God, you are however graciouſly 
pleaſed to allow bim; but ſay, that the word 
is uſed in ſo low a ſenſe, that it can never prove 
his equality with the Father. That it is given 
to magiſtiates is readily admitted: but it does 
not thence follow, that it belongs not to Chriſt 


7 


* 1 John, v. 20. + Iſa. viii. 13. compared with 
1 Pet. ii. 6. f Rev. xix. 16. Ibid. 3. 11. 
and chap. Xxil. 13. 
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9 
in its proper ſenſe : nor will our Lord's account 
of himſelf, Fobn x. latter part to which you 
* refer, ſo eaſily ſupport your reaſoning on this 
| topic, as you may imagine, 


He had been telling the Jews that he had 
given his ſheep eternal life, and was able to 
keep them; which ability of his to keep them, 
was evident, ſince he was one with the Father, 
from whole hands (he being greater than all their 
enemies) it was agreed on every fide, that none 
could pluck them. The Jews taking him in the 
natural and obvious ſenſe of the phraſe, to mean 
that he was truly and properly God, charge 
him with blaſphemy, and take up ſtones to 
tone him. What ſhould our Saviour in this 
caſe do? Had he known himlelt to be no more 
than a mere creature, truth and the duty he 
owed to the Supreme God, as well as a. con- 
eern for his own ſafety, would ſurely have ob- 
liged him immediately to undeceive them, by 
telling them that they had ſtrained his words 
beyond the ſenſe in which he had ſpoken them, 
and that he meant no more by them than a 
moral union between him and the Father. 
But, knowing himſelf to be God, and yet not 
willing at that time to enter farther into this 
ſublime truth, he prudently waves the matter, 


by 
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by reminding them, that even men, and wicked 
men too, were in their own Scriptures, on 
account of office, called God. If therefore he, 
who was ſo much greater than they, having 
been ſanctified and ſent into the world by the 
Father, had called himſelf the Son of God, 
why ſhould they be offended? But neverthe- 
leſs, that he might not be thought to put the 
matter wholly upon this iſſue of office, he re- 
news his former claim, to an union with God 
founded in nature, and appeals to the works 
he wrought, for the-truth of what he had be- 
fore aſſerted, that he was one with the Father, 
declaring that he was n the Father, and the Fa- 
ther in him: which, inſtead of appeaſing their 
relentments, had the very ſame effect as in the 
beginning, ſo that they would again have de- 
ſtroyed him, had he not eſcaped out of their 
hands. Now this being, I think, a natural ac- 
count of the paſſage, no argument is hence 
to be drawn againſt the Deity of Chriſt. 


I am glad, however, you do not abſolutely 
deny that the word Jehovah, to which you 
next refer, is applied to Chriſt : if you had, I 
would have given you ſufficient proof to the 
contrary. But ſince you are of opinion that it 


May belong to a meer creature, as well as to 
5 God, 
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God; I ſuppoſe, had you been an IIraelite, 
you would have had your doubts of the divine 
legation of Moſes, and would have objected to 
him, when he told you that Jehoweh ſent him, 
that that might be an inferior Deity, or ſome 
perſon for ought you knew, like himſelf, But 
think you, Sir, that ſuch an abuſe of the name 
Jehovah, would not have been deemed by that 
people the height of profaneneſs? It is a name 
expreſſive, in the ſtrongeſt manner, of the in- 
communicable perfections of Deity, and was 
therefore held in the higheſt vencration by the 
Jews. God himſelf declares it is his name for 
ever, and his memorial to all generations, Exod, 
iii. 1 5. and the Pſalmiſt tells us, that he whoſe 
name ALONE is Jebevab, is the moſt high cover 
all the earth, Plalm Ixxxiii. 18. Now I know 
not how to reconcile this view of the matter, 


with this name being given to him who con- 


dated the Ifraelites, and who is called an 
Angel, without ſuppoſing that tus Angel was 
Chriſt, of whom the apoſtle declares that he was 
in the beginning with God, and was God *, and 
who is elſewhere ſtiled in regard of his office 
the Angel of the Covenant ; not to mention here 


what ground there is given for this conjecture 


in the New Teſtament. And if this be the 


* John i. r. "Mal. lui. I. 


cale 
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caſe, your reaſoning from Exod. xxiii. 20, &c. 
is to no purpoſe. 


Glorious titles you acknowledge are aſeribed 
to Chriſt: but then you intimate, that they 
are only ſuch as expreſs abilities equal to the 
important work he has undertaken; and which 
he repreſents as all derived from the Father. 
But if it were ſo, John v. 19. would never 
prove it; for all it proves is a concurrence of 
will in the Father and him. We might with 
equal reaſon object, that becauſe God could 
not will a contradiction, that this was a want 
of power in God; as that becauſe the Son can 
(i. e. will) do nothing of himſelf without the 
concurrence of the Father, that therefore he is 
deficient in power. 


As for the other paſſages quoted, Matt. 
xxiv. 36. Mark xiii. 32. Of that day know- 
eth no man, no not the angels in heaven, nor the 
Son, but the Father only; I find you admit 
that omniſcience is a difcriminating proof of 
ſupreme deity: Chriſt therefore being in the 
fulleſt manner declared to be omniſcient (for 
which I refer you to John xxi. 17. Matt. xit. 
25, and Rev. ii, 23, compared with 1 Kings 
viii. 39, and Jer. Xyil. 9, 10.) it follows from 

your 


(27 2) 
your own confeſſion, that he is ſupreme God. 
Therefore the texts you here quote, may be ex- 


plained conſiſtently with theleother declarations ; 


and this is done by ſuppoſing, and that very na- 
turally, that he ſpeaks in his mediatorial capa- 
City and as man; and if you examine the context, 
you will find that he is expreſsly ſpeaking of 
himſelf as the Son of Man. And, perhaps the 
word od here ſignifies to declare, which is 
the ſenſe of its infinitive, 1 Cor. ii. 2; and ſo 
our Lord might be underſtood as ſaying, that 
It was not the office of his apoſtles, no nor his 
own office, to publiſh abroad when the judg- 
ment was to be, but the Father's only. Yet, 
without laying any ſtreſs on this interpretation, 
J can ſee no weight in your remark on the di- 
ſtinction of two natures, nor any reaſon why 
our Lord muſt, upon the orthodox ſuppoſition, 
include himſelf among the men he ſpoke of, 
from whom the judgment was hid. He was 
man it is true, but not a frful man; to have 


'ranked himſelf with them therefore would have 


been improper. Why then might he not very 
rationally mean, that neither men, nor angels, 
nor even he, as the Son of Man, 1. e. Media- 
tor, knew it ? Your argument, therefore, at 


all events, is quite inconcluſive. 
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But here you take occaſion to ſpeak of 
the two natures in Chriſt, and roundly aſſert 
they Jo not appear to have the leaſt foundation 
in Scripture. But ſurely they are not without 
having ſore little foundation in thoſe paſſages 
which tel! us, that Chriſt is both /e Son of | 
God and 7he Son of Mank; that he who was in 
the beginning with God, and was himſelf God, 
yet was made fleſh and dwelt among us || ; that 
God was manifeſt in the fleſh + ; that God pur- 
chaſed the church with his own blood ; and that 
Chriſt is the Immanuel God with us F. 


As to the inconſiſtency of this doctrine with 
the ſcriptural account of Chriſt's humiliation ; 
your reaſoning from 2 Cor. viii. 9, &c. does not, 
in my opinion, at all prove the charge. Though 
the Son of God could never be diyeſted of his 
original, effential riches and glory ; yet, when 
he took (as we ſuppoſe) the human nature in- 
to union with the divine, why might he not 
with truth and propriety be ſaid to become 
poor? And why might not his ſufferings, 
though the ſufferings, ſtrictly ſpeaking, of hu- 
manity only, be deſcribed as the ſufferings of 
the Son of God? I can fee no inconſiſtency, 

Mat. viii, 29. chap. xi. 19, &c. &c. John i. 
1, 14. + 1 Tim. ui. 16, 1 Acts xx. 28. 


9 Mat. i. 23, 
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or even impropriety, in all this. You main- 


tain, indeed, that your idea of him, as being 
originally of a nature, and in a ſtate that 
would admit of change, will better agree with 
the notion of his voluntarily laying aſide his 
dignity and glory, and with the ſcriptural ex- 
preſſions of his taking feſb, and ſubmitting to 
poverty, pain, and death for_ our ſakes. But, 
let me aſk you, Sir, doth not that paſſage, Heb. 
xiii. 8. TJeſus Chrift the jame yeſterday, and to 
day, and for ever; expreſsly contradict this ac- 
count of the changeableneſs of his original 
nature and {tate? And how, upon your view 
of the matter, God can be ſaid to have pur- 
chaſed the church with his own bloed ; how a- 
tonement could be made tor offences commit- 
ted againſt an infinite Being, and which if not 
made, mult have been punithed with everlaſting 
torments, appears to me a ſar greater difficulty 
than any of thoſe you charge upon us. Ad- 
mitting then our Saviour to have been both God 
and Man (though we kitow not how this union 
was ;) and that the ſatisfaction he mad for tin 


(though we have not adequate ideas of it) was 
of infinite value; may I not, Sir, appeal in 


your own language to every impartiai prion, 


* Which notion tends to fill the mind witli the 


higheſt ſentiments of reſpect, love and thark- 
| | tuliic ls 


( go Y 
fulneſs to the Redeemer : that which exhibits 
him merely as an exalted creature, inveſted with 
a human body ; or that which repreſents him 
as the true God, manifeſted in the fleſh to fave 
ſinners, 


We proceed now to that part of your letter, ; 
which contains remarks 6n ſome Scriptures | 
brought by Mr. Evans in defence of this doc- | 
trine; and begin with the text to his firſt ſermon, ] 
1 John v. 20-751 is the true God. This you 
ſuppoſe may be very well underſtood of the 
Father, and that for a very odd reaſon, that 
te relatives do not always refer to the immedi- 
© ate antecedents.” And, you add, © That 
« the word bis actually reſpects the Father, 
* may be juſtly inferred from the declaration 
e of our Lord, who ſtiles im (the Father) 
« the only true God; fiance it cannot be ſup- 
te poſed, that this apoſtle would contradict his 2 
te blefled maſter, whoſe words he hath given | 
« us”, But I reaſon quite otherwiſe. The 
relative does in my opinion refer to the imme- 
diate antecedent ; ſince no other cauſe can be 
aſſigned for referring it urgrammatically to the 
Father, than the making the apoſtle contradict 
what he himſelf elſewhere aſſerts, that Chriſt 


is God, John 1. 1. 
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With tegard to Chriſt's ſtiling the Father fh 
only true God; we have already ſeen of how lit- 
tle force the concluſion drawn. from thence 
againſt Chriſt's deity is: ſo that the apoſtle does 
not contradict his bleſſed Maſter, as you ſuppoſe, 
when he applies this deſcription to him. And to 
ſhew how very void of ſenſe, your interpretation 
of the words would be, let us tranſlate them as 
you direct, and after the liberal manner * we 
may expect the whole New Teſtament ſhortly 
to be tranſlated. And we know that the Son of 
God is come, and hath given us an underflanding 
that we may know bim that is true : and we are 
in him that is true, even in his Son Feſus Chriſt 
iro (he that is true) i the true God and eternal 
life. If you can make this out from the text, 
you have much more penetration than I pretend 
to. For my part, I ſhould have thought at 
once, that the apoſtle had ſaid: And we novo 
that the Son of God is come, and hath given us an 
underſtanding that we may know him that is true: 
and we are in him that 1s true, even in his Son 
Jeſus Chriſt. This (the Son dä dies intellig.) 7s 
the true God and eternal life. But every body 
has his peculiarities, 
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* Mr. Harwood has lately publiſhed propoſals of this 
nature, See the end of the Livery-man's Attempt, &c. 
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But what if the word almighty were ſubſtituted 


in 


” 


„It is enough, you ſay, to obviate Mr. 


(38 1 


Evans's argument from Ifa. ix. 6. to obſerve, 
that if the word God can be given to a man, 
the appellation, a mighty God, may be ap- 
plied to our Lord, without leading a plain 
Chriſtian to think him the ſupreme Being.” 


the room of mighty, do you think a plain 


Chriſtian hearing him called Almighty God, 
would not be led thereby to think him the ſu- 
preme God? Yet that he is the 4/mighty, he 
himſelf expreſsly declares, Rev. i. 8. And this 
T take to be the ſpitit of the paſſage beſore 
us. 


Whether Mr. Evans looked into the origi- 
nal, when he quoted Zech. xiii. 7. or did not, 
I will not pretend to ſay; but I am perſuaded 
if he had, he would not have been intimidated 


thereby from quoting it; for if the word 


yy as it is uſed, Lev. xix. 11, where we are 
bid not to lie one to another, or as it might be 
more literally rendered, one man to another ; if, 
I fay, the word, as it is there uſed, conveys the 


idea of their being both men, or each of the 
ſame nature, I ſhouid ſuppoſe a Chriſtian that 
heard the Father thus addreſs the Son, would 
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be apt to conclude that the Father and Son were 
God, or that they both poſſeſſed one common 
nature. | 


As to your obſervation on John viii. 58. Be- 
fore Abraham was J am; it is acknowledged 
that the Hebrew verb in Exod. iii. 14. is in the 
future tenſe, and the Greek verb here uſed in 
the preſent : but it is well known, that the fu- 
ture tenſe in the Hebrew is often put for the 
preſent; and that it is ſo in the paſſage we are 
conſidering is beyond a doubt, ſince the LXX 
tranſlate it by a participle of the preſent tenſe 
(5"Q»y), Wherefore Mr. Evans's argument from 
John viii. 58, has not the misfortune, as you 
ſay, to depend on the ſimilarity of our Engliſh 
tranſlation of this paſſage to that in Exodus, 
to which he refers. Beſides, he ſtands acquit- 
ted of this blunder, by the acknowledgment 
you yourſelf afterwards make, (though with a 
* different view) that the ſubſtitution of one 
b } tenſe for another is no uncommon thing. So 
> that he may, by your own confeſſion, with 
aas good reaſon, affirm ppnx is put for mn 
> and has the ſignification of im, as that ed 
is put for 5», and ſignifies eram. As it now 
ſtands, you tell us it is a ſoleciſm in every 


F ſenſe, 


1 
fenſe, i. e. I ſuppoſe, it is in your apprehen- 
fion a ſoleciſm to affirm, that Chriſt is God, 
and in that ſenſe before Abraham. 


\ 


In your 20th page you give us what you 
call a right tranſlation of Phil. ii. 6. which 
you tell us ſhould be thus rendered, © who, 
* being in the form of God, was not tenacious of 
* his likeneſs to God, but emptied himſelf”; &c.“ 

and you aſſert that this gives not the leaſt ground 
for. Mr. Evans's reaſoning, but quite the con- 
trary. I would here remark, that you take 
no notice of Mr, Evans's obſervation, “that 
« if Chriſt's being in the form of a ſervant 
« will prove him man, then his being in the 
« form of God, muſt prove him God.” What 
was your reaſon for this omiſſion, you beſt 
know yourſelf; but though, Sir, you could 
not invalidate this argument, it would have 
been but generous in you to acknowledge that 
there is ſome weight in it: nor do you pro- 
duce ſo much as one argument in proof of 
the tranſlation you give the paſſage ; but we 
muſt, as uſual, take it upon your bare word, 
that Mr. Evans is wrong and you right. Permit * 
me, Sir, to ſay, that ſome who read you, will | 
ſuſpect you of a degree at leaſt, of ſelf compla- 1 
cene x ?: 


("v9 7 

cency : I by no means take upon me to ſay; 
that ces, never ſignifies likeneſs: Scapula, I 
think, ſays it ſometimes does. The expreſſion, 
however, in this text, is ſufficiently explained 
by its uſe in other parts of Scripture, particularly 


7 John v. 18. where it plainly intends equality; 
in which ſenſe it is moſt frequently, if not al- 
7 ways uſed: nay, I think I may venture to af- 
, firm, that when it ſignifies likeneſs, it is ſuch 
| a likeneſs as is founded in equality. And this 
1 being the proper explication of the phraſe, the 
- interpretation of the other part of the verſe 
t given by Mr. Evans, is very rational; and, till 
t you produce ſome more valid objection againſt 
3 it, may, I think, be admitted as the right one. 
t As to what you ſay, of the impoſſibility of 
. the Supreme Being's emptying himſelf, &c. 
that has been already taken notice of, 

. You tell us farther, that “when the image 
: te or repreſentation of any thing, and the 

) cc 


thing itſelf are the ſame, then may Heb. 
i. 3. be alledged with propriety in defence of 
ce this doctrine.” I inſiſt upon it then, that 
one and the ſame thing is meant, Heb. x. 1, 
by the image and that which it repreſents: 
wherefore I have the ſatisfaction of finding, 
F 2 by 


* 


4 


4 =—_ 
by your own acknowledgment, that you and 


Mr. Evans are agreed in the propriety of 


the application of the text here animadverted 
on. 


All I ſhall ſay to your remark on Col. 
ii. 9. is, that when being filled with all the 
fullneſs of God, can be made to mean the ſame 
with all the fullneſs of the Godhead dwelling 
in him bodily; you will have bravely ſilenced 
all Mr. Evans's exu/fation (as you expreſs it). 
upon this paſſage : but till then, the language 
and reaſoning with which you adorn your 2 1ſt 


page, will, by every ſenſible perſon, be deemed 
as weak as it is profane. 
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From this view of your reaſoning againſt |" 
the Deity of Chriſt, I proceed to what 
you offer againſt the Deity of the Holy Spi- ; 
Tit ; upon which I ſhall have occaſion to exer- 7 
ciſe your patience but a little while, as I find x 
myſelf within a few pages of the end of your F:. 
pamphlet. Mr. Evans and you are it ſeems M7 
agreed in the perſonality of the Holy Spirit, 
You mention, however, a text of Scripture, 
which, at the ſame time it ſtrongly aſſerts his 
perſonality, as clearly, you fay, teaches his in- 

4 : feriority | 
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feriority to the Father, John xvi. 14. where 
he is ſaid, not to ſpeak of h:m/e/, but to ſpeak 
whatſoever be hears, But if this argument will 
conclude any thing againſt the Deity of the 
Spirit, it will alſo againſt that of the Son; 
the very ſame thing being affirmed of him, 
John xiv. 10: yet here 1t can't be admitted, 
he (the Son) having been before proved to be 
the true God in the higheſt ſenſe of the word; 
and the conſiſtency of ſuch expreſſions with 
** our notions of his true and proper Deity hav- 
3 ing been before ſufficiently ſhewn, If then 
the Holy Spirit can by ſufficient arguments be 
proved to be God, (and your objections to theſe 
will be conſidered preſently) the application 
of theſe expreſſions to him will conclude no 
more againſt his Deity than the Deity of the 
> Son, Aye! but ſay you, it will; ſince the 
Aiſtinction of the two natures cannot be pleaded 
$ in favour of the Spirit, as it is in favour of 
= Chriſt, It is acknowledged that the Holy 
Spirit did not become incarnate: yet if he 
holds an office peculiar to himſelf in the œco- 
nomy of our falvation, which is what, you 
know, the orthodox maintain, this furniſhes 
as full and effectual an anſwer to all theſe ob- 
jections, as if he were truly man as well as 
L God. 


("$649 
God. For upon this view of the matter, he 
may very properly and conſiſtently be faid to 
be ſent, and to ſpeak not of himſelß, but what- 
ſoever he hath heard. 


You tell Mr. Evans that his argument from 
Acts v. 3, 4. is fallacions. Whether, as you 
have ſtated it, it be ſo or not, I am ſure the 
manner of reaſoning by which you would il- 
laſtrate it, will not prove it fo, as it is diſſimi- 
lar. For whereas you charge him with a fal- 
lacious conſequence, your argument is defec- 
tive, not only in the conſequence, but in one 
of the premiſes; I mean your major propoſi- 
tion; wherein you ſay, that * Ananias lied 
* to Peter and other Apoſtles,” which the 
text, by telling us he did not lie to men, de- 
nies. The truth of the matter is, in my opi- 
nion, this: Ananias did in ſuch a ſenſe lie 
unto the Holy Ghoſt, as that when he did ſo, 
he might be ſaid to lie unto God. Now there 
are but two ſenſes that I know of, in which 
he could poſſibly do this; either to him [the 
Spirit] as truly and properly God, or elſe to 
him, as acting by divine authority, and ſo in ef- 
fe& to God (which is the ſenſe you adopt.) 


But he did not lie to the Holy Spirit meerly 
a8 


( 39 ) 
as acting by divine authority; for had he done 
ſo, he might be ſaid to have lied unto Peter, 
he alſo acting by divine authority; yet this he 
is declared not to have done. Wherefore it 
follows, that the Holy Spirit, to whom he 
thus lied, is truly and properly God. 


By the Spirit of God, 1 Cor. 1i. 10, 11. 
you tell us, is meant no other than God the 
Father. But ſurely the very mode of ex- 
preſſion there uſed, of God's revealing by bis 
Spirit, and the Spirit's ſearching the deep things 
of God, plainly proves, that the Spirit ſpoken 
of muſt be a perſon diſtinct from the Father. 
Moreover, what is there declared of the Spi- 
rit, is likewiſe, in much the ſame terms, 
ſpoken of him in John xvi. 13. where you 
yourſelf admit that the Holy Spirit, as a diſtinct 
perſon, is meant. Now, Sir, this Spirit, thus 
proved to be diſtin&t from the Father, may, 
I think, from this paſſage, be likewiſe proved 
to be God; for this reaſon, as the ſpirit of a 
Man, by which it is illuſtrated, doth not ſignify 
a Being different from the Man himſelf, ſo the 
Spirit of God doth not ſignify a Being different 
from God himſelf, Nor am I at all incon- 
ſiſtent with myſelf; for it is very well known, 
that 


( 49 ) 
that though we believe the Perſonality of the 
Holy Ghoſt, in a way inconceivable to us, yet 
we do not maintain this Perſonality, ſo as to 
ſuppoſe him an Infinite Mind diftin& from the 
Father and Son, but ſay, that he poſſeſſes one 


and the ſame eſſence, i. e. is one and the ſame 


Infinite Mind, f 


I ſhall not enter particularly into your nice 
diſtinction between deſires and prayers; though 
I confeſs I always thought a deſire of the heart, 
which had God for its object, however ex- 
preſſed, was to all intents a prayer: and if I 
were to hear any one ſay, May you enjoy 
* the favour of good men!“ or, © Good angels 
£ attend you!” I ſhould be apt to call it a 
prayer to God, that it might be ſo; though the 
words are not directly addreſſed to him. In 
like manner, when the apoſtle ſays, 2 Thefl. 
ii, v. The Lord direct your hearts into the love 
of God, and into the patient waiting for Chriſt ; 
it appears to me very much like a prayer to 
him, who thus ſtands diſtinguiſhed from the 
Father and the Son. And I ſuppoſe you your- 
ſelf, Sir, never had a doubt, that 1 Theſſ. iii. 11. 
which is expreſſed after a ſimilar manner, God 
bimſelf direct our way to you, was a prayer to 

God, 
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God. And whoever ſoberly reflects, that id 
the benevolent wiſhes of St. Paul, to which 
you tefer, the Holy Spirit is mentioned at the 
fame time, and ranked with the Father and the 
Son; and conſiders likewiſe what kind of bleſ- 
fings are wiſhed for and expected through his 
agency ; will perhaps ſee more in this argument 
than you chooſe to admit. As to what you 
afterwards ſay about worſhip to Magiſtrates, it 
has been ſo often and fo fully anſwered, that 
I need make no other reflection on it here. 


When you can cleatly make it appear, that 
the being baptized into Moſes, means the 
being baptized in his name; that the baptiſm 
there referred to, was an act of religious wor- 
ſhip ; and that Moſes's name was joined with 
the Father's and the Son's ; then will your ar- 
gument, p. 26. be ſimilar to Mr. Evans's, 
and have ſome weight in it. 


To your laſt argument, the only reply J 
ſhall make is, that the giving to the Son or the 
Spirit the ſame honour as to the Father (un- 
leſs they are allowed to be God) appears to me 
to be a direct tranſgreſſion of the firſt com- 
mandment : 'till, therefore, you produce fome 


a G paſſage 


paſſage of Scripture, wherein the repeal of 
that commandment i is plainly declared, which 
you have not done, your telling us, that it did 
not forbid the Jews to pay a proper reſpect to 
Magiſtrates, and your intimating that there is 
now a change of diſpenſations, and that there 
are beings veſted with ſpiritual authority over 
us Chriſtians, who had no ſuch authority oyer 
the Jews, is, in my opinion, very little to the 
purpoſe, and not likely to ſatisfy a ſerious in- 
quirer after the truth, 


Thus, Sir, I have followed, you through 
your remarks on Mr. Evans; and ſubmit theſe 
reflections to your impartial conſideration. 
But before I take my leave of you, permit me 
to intreat you to exerciſe a little charity to- 
wards thoſe who differ from you; or, how- 
ever, to be ſo ingenuous, when you again 


charge them with ſeverity and contempt of 


others, as not to conceal the provocations 
which you know to have been given them. 
Allow yourlſclf, Sir, a moment to reflect, that 
though it be their duty to endure with patience 
the reproaches of ignorance and bigotry that 
may be caſt on themſelves, yet that they may 
be allowed to feel ſome emotion, when they 

4 hear 


* 


( 43 ) 

hear the bleſſed Jeſus and the Holy Spirit, 
whom they really believe to be God, with a 
profane ſneer called Their Jeſu and their 
% Dove +.” For be they Methodiſts, or 
who they may, againſt whom theſe reflections 
are immediately levelled, there are, I believe, 
no ſober Chriſtians, who can avoid being af- 
fected with ſuch language. I have only to 
add, that if the doctrines for which Mr. Evans 
contends, as having a powerful influence on 
practical religion, are improved by him to this 
important end, as I doubt not they are, he is 
intitled to the wiſhes of ſucceſs with which 
you cloſe your letter, and I moſt heartily 
mine. 


Nur bumble Servant. 


London, Auguſt 


1766. 


+ Preface to the Attempt, &c, p. 4. 


THE END. 
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